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AIR WAR COLLEGE RESEARCH REPORT ABSTRACT

TITLE: THE NEED FOR SOLDIER-STATESMEN. A RARE BREED?

AUTHOR: MICHAEL WEITMAN, LIEUTENANT COLONEL, USAF

The degree of success and influence on policy of

senior military leaders is measured by their demonstrated

ability to be both a soldier and a statesmen. Karl Von

Clausewitz demonstrated that war cannot be conducted in a

political vacuum. The e:ceptional leader maintains an

objective view of his military role -- a role that is capable

of achieving a balance between military and political

objectives. In the classical sense, this leader is a

pol.itical general who practices the principles of

Clausewitz. A profile examination of two highly regarded

military leaders, Generals George C. Marshall and William C.

Westmoreland, helps to illustrate the need for military

commanders -to become soldier-statesmen.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Senior military leaders are required to play a non-

partisan role in politics. However, they rarely can afford

to be if they are committed to affecting the outcome of

poli°cy decisions. Power or influence melts principle, and

those who hold to definite, dogmatic and riqid military

ethics are excluded from power in a liberal pluralistic

civilian society. (13:94) The price which the military

leader must accept for acquiring power depends upon the

division between his traditionally conservative military

values and the prevailing dominant liberal ideology shared b/

c:ivilian lawmakers. The success of a military leader's

ability to influence strategy and policy is dependent on this

gap. Although there are formally established roles of

military and political leaders, even Clausewitz would agree

that there is a fine line that separates military and

political roles in policy making. (6:66-89)

Top military leaders operate in a world that

intermingles strategy and policy, and tend to mix both

nheir actions. They must be attuned to Lhe political

-14



implications of their military attitudes and actions and be

willing to accept the -final decisions of their statesmen.

Obviously a considerable gray area e;,ists where strategy

-ind policy overlap. This gray area gives top military

Leaders the most trouble. Senior military leaders cannot

ignore the political implications of strategy.

Considerations of strategy must yield to considerations of

policy.

Conceptions of the military and political role have

produced donflict throughout American history. Where

conflict of opinion has occurred, it has traditionally been

a conflict between the civilian and military leaders over

the point at which policy, as determined by political

considerations, and strategy, as determined by milLtary

c:apabilities, interface to formulate strategy. With few

exceptions, the military leadership has historically

maintained that war is a military matter, that the civilian

role is to provide the maximum means possible to prose .ute

(.he military campaign and that policy gu.i.dance has taken the

form of political interference. In contrast, the civilian

j.:-gument has been that military leaders 1;o not understand

political implications. If this charge is true, these

contrasting positions may explain why the advise of Our

s,enior military leaders has rarely been sought during the

lormulation of policy since World War II, (17 -:23)

One can conclude that success is measureu by i leader' s



ability Lo opera.te as both a Soldier and Statesmen.

If one agrees with the premise, that military leaders must

play an active role in shaping policy, then it is equally

important to understand the four main points outlined in this

paper. They help support the need to develop future military

Leaders to become Soldier-Statesmen.

First, civilian and military leaders tend to have

Uiiberal and conservative ideological beats respectively.

The degree of success of military leaders stems -from their

ability to recognize, cope with and to effectively balance

these differences. Secondly, in the Clausewitzian conte.:t,

the division of roles between the military and civilian

leaders in developing policy and strategy is -fuzzy. Third,

there are -traditional conceptions of the role of military

leaders that have roots in historical practice. Finally, the

risL effective military leader is conservative in strategy,

but open-minded to political considerations. Two prominent

military leaders, Generals George C. Marchall and William C.

WVstmoreland, have been selected to illustrate these four

points and support the thesis that the success and influence

demonstrated by top military leaders is measured by thoir

ability to be both a Soldier- and a State,men.

....................-



CHAPTER I I

CIVILIAN-MILITARY DILEMMA

A Matter of Perspective

Military and civilian leaders approach issues and

pol.v from much different perspectives. To examine these

fundamental differences may help to improve an awareness o'f

the civilian-military dilemma.

LIBERAL VERSUS CONSERVATIVE IDEOLOGY

Civilian liberal thinking contrasts in many ways with the

military ethic. Liberalism has dominated American thinking

from the Revolution through the first half of the twentieth

century, and it has generally been associated with the

deve-lopment of U.S. policy. By and large, liberalism also

does not understand and is hostile to military institutions

and the military function. Conversely, the military ethic is

fundamentally conservative and has no political pattern.

This ideological difference between the !,pldier and statesman

has had a significant impact on the civilian-military

re .lationship. (1:3:90, 91,..44)

Even today, liberal ideology seems, -for the most part,

t, be the common denominator among members of the Reagan

adm.inistration. The liberal politician tends to be an

extremist on the subject of war. He eith'r embraces war or

rojects it completely. The liberal also asociates .,w)ar wi'th

the mnilitary institution. This utlook e,.,la.i.ns in parl: tLhe

,.iqderly:i.nc d.jrjjOIma fared by many miIitary lder-. ,i

by 'inym l L 1.



thouqht has not viewed war in the conservative-military sense

as an instrument of national policy. (13:151) Moreover, the

military, as the instrument of policy, receives the blame for

wars. The liberal extremist paints the professional soldier

as a warmonger who promotes conflicts to enhance his career

goals.

From a historical perspective, l'beralism is deep-rooted

and may explain the difficulty and challenges faced by top

nr.litary leaders to win support from the American people and

appointed civilian leaders. The realization of a harmonious

c:ivilian-mil-itary relationship depends upon the attainment of

an equilibrium among military conservative thinking and

civilian liberal thought.-

CLAUSEWITZ'S PRINCIPLES OF THE CIVIL-MILITARY ROLE

The assertion that a military campaign should be a matter

f1or purely military opinion is unacceFtable and can be

damaging. Nor is it acceptable for civilian leaders to

ruequest a purely military advice. Clausew';t7t savJ the role of

thte political I ,adership as establishing rational policy and

providing political guidance. He viewed the military

commander as responsible for making the political leadership

ajare of the capabilities and. li.mitations c e national

:wi.lit,.ry iis:rL-tiIen L. No major W'rojpuiaL it! waar, IlLjw JYr, ,-tan

Li? worked out in ignorance of pc 4 itir:aI -=%ctors. (b:tu5-b.L0)

My point is that military leaders riust operate 1ii:o.

b(, -Sdler-..Lctte.Euen, lhe fml1 itry commardc;- nasa v

11 T- .-



foriation of po)icy insofar as it may place demands on a

nation's military power.

MILITARY ADVICE AND INFLUENCE

Traditionail,/, military advisors are supposed to be non--

players in politics. In practice, they rarely can be if they

des.Lre to make an imprint on policy decisions. The poteLhtial

for mitary advisers to wield influence also depends on

their relationship with executive and legislative

officials. (b:.2)

For example, the Joint Chiefs, constituted by Presiuent

Franklin Roosevelt in 1 9 3 9 , form a nucleus of important

military figures that can have a direct influence on

policy decisions. The Joint Chiefs are legally non-partisan

professionals but normally political actors with potential

leverage against their superiors in the administration.

However, the Chiefs can be politicized in two different

directions. Positive politicizations -support and advocacy

of administration policies - characterized them under

President Harry S. Truman; negative politicization -

opposition to administration policies -characterized them

under President L-yndon B. Johnson. (5:33)

Urfortunatelv.y, both politicization and non-politicization

can have risks and drawbacks. The pro-administration Truman

Chiefs suffered the most from their politicization because

their idministration placed them in tF "sition of

6



spokesman for policy. (5:54) In contrast, President Kennedy

was disenchanted with his Joint Chiefs' political

insensitivity. Therefore, he circumvented them by hiring a

more responsive military advisor. He brought retired General

Maxwell Taylor out oO retirement to the White House in the

specially created job of military representative to the

President. (5:55)

SELECTING THE MILITARY MINION

Fost- war JCS appointments have followed two general

patterns:

a. The routine - professional soldier. Compatibility

w.th an administration's political goals is not a cqenlral

consideration in his selection. This is the most common

pattern, but men selected in this manner have considerably

loss power and influence within the admiristration than those

solected by the next method.

b. The exceptional- political. This type of person is

a military professional who has gained the complete

confidence and admiration of political leaders and becomes a

valuable member of the inner circle of the administration.

It is this pattern of appointment which r:alls for the

Sqldier-Statesman.

The selecLion of a routine professional exacts minimal

political cost in terms of congressional opposition.

H.)wevr it prusenLs considerable concerr to the

jmiistra.ion since this type of m:i.lita- / loader s i.,: Ly

;1



to respond more to professional and organizational loyalties,

vnich may conflict with administration priorities. (5:56)

oeneral Westmoreland, for example, was perceived as an

organization man. This caused some strain on his

rulationships with his civilian leaders.

Conversely., the exceptional-political. pattern of

selection is Lhe more difficult because there may not be any

political devotees in the ranks when the president wishes he

had them. These constraints reflect the essence of the

problem: "The Joint Chiefs of Staff and top posts of

respective military service institutions are with political

import., but an administration cannot easily control its

membership politically. Presidents have made few political

military appointments. Most military advisors incur an

administration political role but remain an organizational

political orientation." (5:57)

The overwhelming number of JCS appointmeri .s have been

Irom the routine -professional track rather than the

ex:ceptional - political track.

The administrations of Presidents Dwzght D. Eisenhower

a:id John F. Kennedy, however, sought to 3.mprove miJitary

luadership by compromising the seniority system and

ezicouraginq military leaders to develop political

snsitivi Uy.

When the professional soldier becomes. polit~icalv

irisensil-ive to administrative policies ard pubhU.c sUpport:,



* the president must affirm his own control by either-

reforming him,. replacing him, repressing or ignoring him.

The Kennedy -Johnson Joint Chiefs did not- adapt well to

Kennedy's directive to consider political factors in their

recommendations. (5: 50)

THE PRICE FOR INFLUENCE

Professional soldiers who have been politically

influential have generally conformed to a civilian liberal

pattern of thinking. Their popularity has depended oil the

e.-xtent to which they have become men of the

people rather than men of the military. (13:159) In

p~trticular, they have not tried to impose definite policy',

views on the government, but have maintained close political

taes and paid great deference to the~ desires of trie

legislative and exiccutive branches of cjov3rntent. The price

which the military professional must pa-.y -for power and

influence depends upon the ex,-tent of the gap between thie

i.litary ethic and the prevailing ideologies of t~he civilian

'leadership. (1-3:.306)

UNDERSTANDING THE TYPES OF MIL~riT-y INIFLUENCE

T11he styleia of, irilFUW11Uiritj LiVilian i~~scan be

conceived in terms of three general caE-teqr-.ets 8;rmvc-

milit1 ary ie,%ders can inrif lLAVnce policy ;.n :rLtn±tI4-on

Frec.Lsely Lxecetuse Ulrey do rct afte-rwt to i.n-erpr-cAi I he ix



m.Llitary roles broadly but maintain a narrow military

purspective. In some cases this means acting purely as a

t%pical military soldier -- giving expert military advice

based strictly on strategic considerations. In contrast are

professional soldiers who maintain a low profile. *rhey

define their roles narrowly because they are attuned to the

purspectives of their services and have little interest in

politics. Westmoreland closely resembles this description.

The most successful military leaders take advantage of

opportunities to increase their access and involvement in

policy making. These leaders are skilled bureaucratic

manipulaLors who cultivate contacts and expand the inner

c~rcle of their patrons. (13:354) One leader that epitomizes

this category is General Marshall. He was regarded with awe

nLot only by the men who served under him but by the

Presidents who served over him. This exceptional military

leader made his iompact on policy not by just succeeding as a

scld.ier at: war but because. he created roles that wOuld not.

ot herwJse exislt. This tiype of leader is -are, for he goes

fi'rthest toward abandoning the professiona.l military eLhic.

(15:355)



CHAPTER I I I

GENERAL MARSHALL - THE SOLDIER STATESMAN

OVERVIEW

There are many military officers who have enjoyed a

phenomenal rise in rank, but none has had the degree of

success of General George C. Marshall. The best description

of Geneal Marshall's success as a military leader 's that of

President Harry Truman:

...In a war unparalleled in magnitude and
in horror, millions.of Americans gave their
country outstanding service. General of the
Army George C. Marshall gave it victory.
Statesman and Soldier, he had courage,
fortitude and vision, and best of all*
a rare self-effacement. He has been a
tower of'Itrength as counselor of two
Commanders in Chief. His standards of
character, conduct and efficiency inspired
the entire Army, the nation and the world.
To him, as much as any individual, the United
States owes its future. He takes his place at
the head of the great commanders of history. (19:1-2)

Marshall projected an image that commanded the attention

cf even notable politicians. Marshall was on icon to Dean

r cheson, as he was to Robert Lovett, and to Charles ("Chip")

Eohlen, George Kennan, W. Averall Harriman and .John J.

MrCloy. Everyone -felt his presence. (.t4:.0) Ther' are many,

like myself, who believe that General Marshall's success

sl.emmed from the sweep of his thinking, his attributes of

slatesmanship, and his use of these attributes to h:is

advantage.

Oeneral Marshall was a brilliant soldier. I would



describe him as a disciple of Clausewltz -- a military

genius. However, the most important trait that contributed

tO his success and placed him in a special category of

military leaders, wa traordinary ability to recognize

cuickly the political, ecor nic and socieJ implications of

policy and strategy. He had a rare ability to separate

policy and strategy -- not an easy task for most people.

This ability not only facilitated his harmonious

rulationships with the "political circle of elites," but

made him an influential leader on policy decisions. Marshall

was a perfect blend of soldier and state.man. He was always

aware of the importance of the Army's role to the nation.

Yet, he was equally aware that he was a servant of the

American people and accountable to them for his actions.

Dcan Acheson stated, "Marshall explored all elements of the

problem before reaching a decision. Not merely military

judgments: but judgments in affairs of statc." (1:1/11)

A close resemblance to Clausewitzian prophecy.

CHARACTER PROFILE

General Marshall was without doubt a superb military

leader in a straightforward military sense. A description of

the intellectual qualities needed in a mititary genius might

hi.ve been written with General Marshall in mind.

General Marshall had the courage of a military genius.

Courare, said Clausewitz, is of two kindsi

-t..ouraqe in the presenc . of dan..er to the oerson,

'J ... .... ............



and courage in the presence of responsibility,
whether- before the judgement of external authority or
before that of the internal authority which is
conscience. "a (6:100-112)

larshall showed in France during World War I that he was.

not lacking in courage. Then a colonel, he planned and

executed three major offensives under General John J.

F(..rshing that eventually forced the Germans out of France.

General Pershing said:

...So brilliantly did Marshall plan the
concentration, so precisely did it occur under the
assiduous supervision of this colonel who seemed to
be everywhere at once and know everything that
happened, that the enemy had no inkling of the
pending attack until the barrage started which
signaled its beginning. In the space of two weeks,
nearly a "million men" and their supplies had been
moved .in absolute secrecy. It was recognized at the
time, and the judgment has stood through the years,
as the most tnagnificent operation of the war.- (E:.6Q)

An aloof, confident, self-disciplined man, Marshall

impressed Allied military leaders during World War, 11 with

his breadth of command. He led the oppos.ition to Winston

Churchill's Mediterranean strategy, pressing instead -or a

cross-channel invasion route for the conquest of the Axis

powers. His diplomatic ability brol:e marv deadlocks between

the Allied leaders. (24:362)

ATTITUDE TOWARD WAR

Aware of 'the costs of waging war and the price tag

fc)r success, Marshall always remembered tiat the ultimate

c,:st of victory lay in the loss of men's .ives. Many of his

dci c .i.ion -s were :ontrol led by I.s: rlecp cr.,r .ern f".'r (,mcr i.can

! ',



casualties. The battle for the Ruhr near the end of the war

provides an e::cellent case in point. Hitter had decided

that the Ruhr would be treated as a fortress: Goering stated

after his capture that the troops in the Ruhr were given

orders not to surrender for any reason. rhis meant that in

capturing the Ruhr there would be heavy casualties near

hi.ghly developed and populated industrial areas. Hitler

anticipated that approximately twenty-one Allied divisions

would be committed to the takeover of the Ruhr; but General

Marshall, to avoid the costly in-fightin;, ordered the Ruhr

ei'circled. (20:333)

[eneral Marshall's deep concern for people was well known Lo

members of his staff and to many back home in the United

SLates. In one of his last recorded interviews, he said that

ho saw to it that the President was reminded weekly of

cosualties with the losses listed in vivid colors. It is

essential, he declared, to remember the sacri'fces. (20:giv)

POLITICAL PHILOSOPHY

General Marshall's political philosophy mirrored that o'r

Claus~witz. He maintained a strong convic:tion that puliticaJ

chiefs should make political decisions involving military

po.licy. Many detractors of General Marshall criticized him

for his failure to think politically about mil.tary

dccisions. However, General Marshall's actions werv

m..otivated no t by d.sregard for- pol.itical .nat*-:r.: but I. hy Ii- u

i i



lwyalty to his Commanders in Chief and hi.s strong belief that

such matters belong to political chiefs of staff. For

example, it has been charged that in contrast to the British,

the American military paid insufficient attention to

politics, with untoward and ill-considered effects on the

postwar world, but this was not accurate. General Marshall

stated, "My Joint Chiefs of Staff and I discussed political

matters more than anything else...I repeat again that I doubt

if there was any one thing that came to our minds more

frequently than the political factors. We didn't discuss

politics in the public because we were not in anyway putting

our necks out as to political factors which were the business

of the President -who is also the Commander In Chief."

(20:320-324; 15:10-11) General Marshall was clearly attuned

La political considerations, but kept his political views

away from his critics and to himself.

MILITARY MIND VS POLITICAL INSIGHT

Nothing could be further from the truth than to

bolieve that General Marshall's mind was purely a mft. ltary

m.nd dominated by only military considerations -- that i.s,

cunsiderations relating to the use of force. It was not

c'hance that his name is given to the Marshall Plan. Even

inuro than this, when Marshall thought about mi.litary problems

a:,d So] ltioIs, nonmi litary factar.-s played a key role. The

d.-ba le bct.;oen the arvocates of the cr-oss-:hia:hrl 1.nv..u,n ()T

j



Hitler's European fortress and the advocates of the

Mediterranean invasion through the Balkins clearly

illustrates this point. General Marshall did not believe

that the southern approach favored by Winston Churchill was

desirable, for he doubted that what Churchill called "the

soft underbelly of Europe"., was soft at all. His principal

argument was that the "southern approach" would require

additional shipping in the European theater and more troops

and would delay victory in Europe by possibly a year.

Ho also believed that it would stretch th3 time for decision

in Asia into the Congressional elections of 1946.. He reminded

his political leaders of the obstacles which were faced

during the elections of 1864 and of 1918, and of the great

strain of five years of war. (2:163-164)

Churchill was moved by General Marshall's political

considerations. It is this rare trait possessed by General

Marshall that greatly enhanced his credibility among his

political leaders and constituents. A rare Soldier-

S iatesman.

CULTIVATING RELATIONSH] PS

General Marshall's rise to prominence was not only

tie result of his excellence as a soldier, but aiso his long

a.zs. ctations and fri.endships wi th influen l:ial (niii.t1ry and

pli.Lical fj.gure-s. For examp]e, tHereral lir shall knew all

I!.e -.icn or Aiei. qono.als 31-I " W.r ld War 1i1., al.L I+.l:2 AI, .



leaders and their staffs, and the American President and his

advisors. He had known many of them for a long time. (4:112)

General Marshall had risen in part because of his

connection with General Pershing as a planner in World War I.,

Before World War I was over, then Colonel Marshall, was

"handpicked" by General Pershing as his atide-de-camp, a

position he held "for six years. For four of those years,

1Y20 - 1924, Pershing was Chief of Staff of the Army. (20:48)

In 1933, then Colc..-l Marshall was assigned as Senior

Instructor for the Illinois National Guard. Major General

Roy D. Keehn was the Commander of the Division. In civilian

life, Keehn was a very stccessful lawyer among whose clients

was the Hearst Syndicate -- thus, a man with a great deal of

political influence. (20:60) General Keehn was impressed

with Colonel Marshall, and he went to see Chief of Staff

Douglas MacArthur to tell him that Marshall was too good to

be wasted in a Guard position; he should be promoted to

Brigadier General.

The assigrment in the Guard was also a politicaJ baptism

f.r MarshaLl. Since the officers assigned to the Guard were

political appointees, and the Ouard was under the Oli.o r'.s

Governor command, the tour with the Illinois Guard was a

pol.itical educat.on for Marshall and wouid help him :in !ater

yoars. (20:62)

Marshall's assiqnment to Washington in 1938 was the first

clear sign thai: he was learning how to mae,ver, not , i



soldier on the battlefield but as a politLcal statesmen.

(10:124) Then Brigadier General MarshalI, became special

assistant to General Craig and was subsequently appointed to

the position of Deputy Chief of Staff. One of his jobs as

Deputy Chief was to push President Roosevelt's plane-building

program and at the same time campaign to get additional

appropriations for Army manpower and armaments. This

interested Harry Hopkins, the Secretary of Commerce, who had

charge of the building program. (18:125) Hopkins was

impressed by the caliber of Marshall; Marshall made a friond

in court.

The Chief of Staff's job was soon to become vacant. Many

of the "big guns" were lobbying for the job., but not

Marshall, for obvious reasons -- he was too junior.

However, Marshall was not without his own friends eager to

campaign for him. The Secretary of War, Harry Woodring was

a close friend of Marshall. A senator from Pennsylvania

sooke up for him. The retiring Chief of Staff, General

Craig, told Marshall he would be prepared to recommend him as

his successor. (18:127)

In 1939, Marshall went from brigadier to four - star

guneral, jumping the ranks. He was the se.cond non-West

F;,inter to achieve the position of Chief of Staff. In June

1740, President Roosevelt offered Henry L. Stimson the

po.si tion of Secretary of War. Stiimson ard Iarsha]l were old

a :quain t:aic:es, Durinq World War f, S tims:on had mot I,;-sha L



at the Staff College in Langres., France,, and had developed

the utmost respect for him. When Stimsor, became governor of

the Philippines, he asked Marshall to go with him as his

aide.

As World War II progressed, a warm arid close relationship

developed between Marshall and Stimson. Seldom during the

war was there a difference of opinion between the two. When

the U.S. entered the war in 1941, Stimson realized how

indispensable was General Marshall. (20:86) Among all the

hligh brass, Marshall was thte favorite of the White House

secretaries and staff. (4:99)

General Marshall was highly respected by both President

Roosevelt and President Truman. Marshall had the complete

cnnfidence of both Presidents and seldom during World War I1

did either ever go against the advice of General Marshall.

President Roosevelt gave Marshall complete responsibility for

military strategy. In -the making of military strategy, he

played a prominent part, attending all the great conferences

with President Roosevelt and Prime Minister Churchill.

(t5:102-106) The dramatic course of WWII left no doubt of

M,:rshall's leadership abilities.

So highly did President Truman admire and trust General

Marshall that one week after Marshall retired, Truman asked

h-m L1 go to China I:o make peace. Truman's resmect TO.-

M :rs.hal] 's diplomatic and military mind were key to the

,-esi.der, L' s dc is ion.-

I,-



Eisenhower believed Marshall's success with both Congress

and the American people was due to his rc.solute determination

to eschew any part in political decisions. Marshall

established a solid rapport with Congress. to lobby for the

Army. He maintained close ties with many prominent senators

and congressman. In Marshall's case, however, there were no

underhanded actions or selfish motives. He saw the political

value in being scrupulously honest and non-partisan in

di.aling with Congress. Congress knew he was speaking to them

straight, with no politics involved. During the war,

Cngress granted the Chief of Staff an allocation of $10Q

iLllion to use for any purpose he wished, without having to

account for it in detail to the House. (19:292-293) *(n short,

Mr.trshall commanded the confidence of .representatives and

senators alike.

General Marshall's publ-ic image was equally positive.

American public opinion was gauged in part by the att.itude of

the press. His conduct of press conferences was superb.

His candid comments took the press into h.ts confidence and

wcon any doubters to his support. Marsha] l's masterful

conduct with the press certainly enhanced his ca..tse and

promoted the cause of not only the Army bUt also the,

Administration. (20:94-95)

Marsha ]l's success was not just pure luck. His aloofness

stl:f--discipline, and confidence as a soldioer coupled ,wilth h:Ls

c.m mitment to his leaders certainly had a lot to do with it.



However, equally important, in my opinion, was his diplomatic

ajility to gain the confidence of respected politicians

and his network of friendships with members of the inner

circle of politics.

2.1



CHAPTER IV

GENERAL WESTMORELAND - THE CONVENTIONAL SOLDIER

Most senior military leaders have been politically

attractive after every war. Presidents Washington and

Eisenhower wore stars in combat, not to mention others who

roached political office such as General Marshall,

IM my opinion, General William Childs Westmoreland, a superb

combat leader, will not be considered in the same class of

soldiers mentioned above. General Westmoreland probably

will not be remembered as a combat leader .who served with

distinction in the North African and European campaigns of

World War II but will likely be remembered as the commander

of American and Allied forces in Vietnam.

President Johnson and Secretary of Defense Robert

MzNamara believed Westmoreland's experience as West Point

s-uperintendent showed he could take a scholarly, ra'the.r than

dagmatiV approach. (9:286) He was also a general who

obeyed his orders. President Johnson se.ected him in part

because he had sensed in Westmoreland a man who wou.d not

play games or try to circumvent him. (12;552) They were

p -oved wronq.

Westmoreland's apparent weakness as a. military advisor.

it, my humble opinion, was his tunnel vis.on in conoucting

war. He thought in purely military terms, failing to

anticipate the political consequences of his strategy. For

E.ample, he was unable to balance military objecLiv-s against



pulitical aims during the Vietnam campaign; he was not a

close disciple of Clausewitz but, simply, a conventional

combat soldier -- a corporate general rather than a -

political general. Yet, Westmoreland dic not become CWTi . of

Staff of the Army without some support, influential

friendships, and some luck along the way.

EARLY YEARS

Westmoreland, the son of upper-middle class parents in

South Carolina, had an enviable boyhood and career. The

Wqstmorelands were well connected with the local hierarchy.

General Westmoreland knew the right peop]e, went to the right

church, and had the right Sunday school teacher -- James

Byrnes, then a congressman, later a senator, and subsequently

Socretary of State. Byrnes was a family friend who kept an

eye out for Westmoreland. (12:553)

At West Point, Westmoreland was not the most brilliant

member of his class but he had character. The first challenge

of his character came in the North Africen campaign with the

I'th Div:ision. He gained a Presidential L-niL citation.

Westimoreland wanted more action and struc:, up a 'friendship

wi.th then Colonel James Gavin, a comer and leading proponent

ce airborne tactics. Westmoreland's reputation as an

aqgressive, ambitious soldier would eventually result in

ralationships with Generals' Mathew Riageway and Ilathew

"ln:y]or, tvwo prominent mi].itary leaders. ',estmorland became

chief of stL.ff of the 9th Infantry Divisio3n throu.,hout Wor.d



ii

W. r fI under General Craig. Sponsored by hit friend General

Gavin, Westmoreland subsequently commandvd the 187th Airborne

Rogimental Combat Team in Korea, the only paratroop unit tc

t..?e action in the war. (12:554-557)

As superintendent of West -Point-, a psiLtion once held by

Generals MacArthur and Taylor, he always sought out political

figiures, and would take every opportunity to impress and

rea.ssure them. 1h 1963, Westmorelard lei-t West Point and

assumed command of the ieth Airborne Corp. He was con-jidered

one of the three top generals in the Army, a future contender

for Chief of Staff. -Westmoreland was being considered for,

the command in Vietnam as far bark as 1961. (142:559)

POLITICAL PERCEPTIONS OF WESTMORELAND

t

President Johnson and Secretary of Defense McNamara were

bth impressed by Westmoreland for purely selfish reasons.

Wstmoreland was efficient and straightforward and spoke in

terms even McNamara understood. Westmoreland was a

Southerner, which certainly enhanced his relationship with

Fresident Johnson. But it was General Taylor, who had known

W,,stmoreland for so long$ who irifluencvd .he dec.is.oi: makers

t _) choose Westinore'land as the successor I' beneral Mar.iris .'o

r,,mmaid the truops in Vietnam.

A MODEST PROFILE

Westmoreland was not a man of subtlety but rather a

c,.nventionaL iambitious corporate general ,:hosen for tlho most

c,-mp]ex in'nvr"nt.ora.l war this coLfnLry !id e'--' lroriht.



(25W-) For instance, he was not a forcyful personality.

i..thodical rather than imaginative, an organizer rather an a

creative military genius, he was another or-ganization man

tied to the tradition and principles of the Army. (4.t182) He

kupt a modest profile with his political leaders. His estecmo

by politicians stemmed from his crisp military bearing,

rather than his brilliance or outspokenness. McNamara chos.

Wezstmoreland because he was an efficient manager o'f people

wain' would help McNamara rather than hamper him. When

Wr=. tmore land was- given a vaguely defined mIssion,

br'yond hi. military capability, he did not, reject .t

He would be poliLe to his political leaders and reserv his

o: nlons for his menmoirs. (5:179)

This passive role does not meet the Lz' of a strong

fr.-ceful leader nt'd mailitary advisor to the Commander in

Qhef. His performancve of thi- roat, may .- r-tialLy exp.lain

how lack of s"ccvY5 in infl£uercirg p.,lJ.,c.u,,,.r .

WEt-)K ROLE A49 N f.I.I:I-IIY .) ''

F'residen l.s kennady and Jot r, son lost c~n ' :.der'n.. ,

cufiderce .n their ,mi.litary advisors and reled haAvily on

I',,V civittan ,iyvior-% for mili.tary advice and direction.

,Jhnson and cNamara feLt no awoi of the recdmmendations of

, I im We-Irmor'e3and. ( :4F)A TI h w:2 i'Iary Ch .oft .it, lud.a. n

('' £tmore I and wore for Lhe rozt part, wop-i.s~cted yes woo

a, Jr ."- I vi, ws.ea on mflLtary v 2 1 €qV-nc'rs n5 I Vij. ',l.-T.lh



r-r.lative to political restrictions. (21:,..')6)

Westmoreland was better" suited to be a tactician than a

grand strategist. His strategy in Vietnam was so inflexible

that it offered few alternatives in the political realm. If

this was his intention, he not only failed as a military

advisor., but he also violated a Clausewit:.:ian principle by

placing military strategy above political objectives.

Military strategy exists to serve political ends. it was his

duty and responsibility to advise the President of the liLkely

consequences of political restricLions, lo recommend

alternatives rather than to be a passive instrumeht of faulty

policy. As Westmoreland later reflected:

... In my press conferences and public appearanices
both during my service in Vietnam and after my
return, I recognized that it was not the job of tha
military to defend American commiatment and policy. I

may have veered too fir in the direction and devotion
of supporting an assigned- military task. even more
than to a cause and of loyalty to the
Prfosident -is Commander in Chief. (21:337)

E,'en Westinoreland's well wishers maintained that once he was

erad wiA.h vie]l-trained, mobile, responsiv.e Americi:.i

divisions, he forgot his original role o', aovisor and became

s,., engrossed with assimilating and deplo,-i.ng his own troops

that he allowed deterioration of the "forc..es on whom 1c.ng-

riIn.ie sucsess depended (9:327)

Some critics say that estroreLand arJ the aoint. Chiets

li ,.intained and even articulat-ed tlheir sha,!-p d.ff-r 2los 1n

c.r pusinq pt v:L j' .n VYie t.nam. rher-...: . 1; .e l'. -,L.



however, that Westmoreland or the military service chiefs

tnrcateitfd or contemplated resiqning to dramati;e their

differences concerning the conduct of thv war.. (25j75) It

certainly appears that the military advisors played a weak

role during the Kennedy-Johnson years.

MILITARISM HAS NO PLAC"E

Westmoreland characteristically showe.d little

understanding of the interrelationships between politics and

strategy. For example, he attacked the Johnson

administration by stating., "What special audacity promptud

civilian bureaucrats to deem they know better to run a

military campaign than did military professionals.?" (t6:642)

Icn't this attitude toward war what got MlacArthur in hot

t.zter with President Truman? Wet:tmorelar,dJ's continued

rrquests -for large - scale commitments ot forces tand the use

co' search and destroy tactics ir-respectiv'- of political

c.:;nsequences were not the act of a mili.tery ganius. Y he

political objectives of Vietnam, althcugh soamwhat ambiq(uous,

called for gradual escalation of the war effort.

0'hstmorr Jend's conduct of war in Vietnam furthr-er a] ivrfat-xd

l".fn trom Conqress, the press, and the American peopl.e.

OLD OPTIMISM BREEDS SKEFTICISM

In .addirion, Wesntmoreland's 1:ontinued opti.mist.r

.ateTI~fnt:. about the progres.s made .In Vf,.triam fi,-,t with

r.jsrd.read skeptici..snm bac:k hom. He pro,. dod fe-I, t ,:L L , -

-. ',co Ii ,~ ,.'r 5.U ,cs He had c:reato'.d a ."/ . .- 'i .L' . ,x.

'$ /



gap that would cause grave criticism and doubt.

For example, Johnson Administration officials questioned

W*-stmoreland's request for 200,000 additional troops

fcllowirng the ret offensive. (16:311, 2235-696) As SUN iZu

pi. t it, "...There has never been a protra,:ted war from which

a country has benefitted." (14:409) Many at President

Johnson's closest advisors disagreed with Westmorelands

attrition strategy and expressed deep cormern about its

political consequences. Despite Westmoreland's optimism, the

Tot offonsive had increased the opposition within the country

toward the war. Indeedp further escalation was not

acceptable to a large and influential segment of the American

public sector. Repeated briefings by advisors such as Clark

Clifford, Dean Achesonp Arthur Goldbery and .William hundy

revealed their disagreement with the view. o, Westmoreland's

strategy. The President was visibly impressed by the change

in view of his trusted advisors. He put greater stock in

triei.r opini.ons than in those ot hi.s milJ.tary advisors

icluding Westmoreland. (2.L0: 25Z5-265)

Eve" as Lhe Vietnam War scaled down, the rnow bcretary t:."

Defense, Me.v.n Laird, also appeared to cistrust his

m.i]{.tary advisors (26:387) There comes e time when the

po.l.i.ticians and the people become discouaged by a seeminglv

e:,dless requirement for more e'lfort, mor, rewourc.o, and mor'r-

•aith. (26:1,09)



CHIAP'TER V

CUNCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDA I'INS

Civil-military relations in the United States have

varied greatly over the years. Some civilian heads of

government have regarded the professional military with

suspicion. Who is at fault?

It is partially military leaders, ncit totally Congress,

tl-e changing administrations, or the non-iil.itary civilians

ae large. The root of our problem lies w.th ourselves - the

need for military officers to be better Jitformed

politically. and to understand and articulate military

theory, principles, history and doctrine Ln coherent and

unambiguous terms that can be understood and appreciated by

c'ur ':ivilian leaders and the American people. (2,5:11!5)

Essentia11y, the highly successfu , influential soloier

Must mold himself into a Soldier-Statesman and bs persuasive

in articulating political, economic, .and military .nterests,

Over-reliance on pure military dogia meari that poLitical

oijjectives become forgotteni. If our mai .ry'.eacJurs are

comiitted to affec ting policy dec:isiorasn dlley m,ust develop

There .s ro poss.ibility today-., .if the.r(e ever was., o't

se-hieving a neat and prcise dividing line betlwen poll tical

-: id militry ccns.cO ieratioris. In fact, t hv-,e are fi) c.f-.rir

i., n*s of demarc;ation among miiitary., po ..- ica t , eU:ofr ° n.L:

C Li, - [er itorw, w cannot approach *r pr,



once tried to, by seeking to isolate, riore or deal

se.parately with each of these aspects of decision-making.

We cannot afford to cultivate compartmentaliz.nd minds.

If theiie are acceptable conclusions, tnei' what can be

drawn from them? Firstp the compartmenthalization of military

and political thinking has become outdated and conflicts with

national security interests. Secondp final decisionsi in tho

r'Lalm of grand strategy must remain with responsible civili.an

a.uthori ty, (1 0 :72-73 )

This study of military leadership however, was und.rtakurt

for two quite specific purposes:

(1) to explore the characteristics necessary tu

successful military leadership today and

(2) to demonstrate that 4 military leader's influence

cii policy is determined by his ability to be both a Soldier

and Statesman.

ifhe leadership profiles of 5'nerals Marshall and Westmorel-arld

indicate that there are common leadership qualitiU.: bUt aJ.so

si.gnificant differences that contributed to their ability to

inifluence policy decisions.

In my opinion, civilian chiets today demand more -from our,

tp military leaders than tactical skilliA 1hey e;.pecL our

l-,aders to think and act as Soldier-Stat'iman. (jencral

Mr"xwell 'r ylorp chairman of the XS and ainbasaadr az 1oll.

4.:s a firm believer that ", .Nothitig i5; sz'. likc-ly to rar.li

t%,,9 civilian rdrci.siori -innAk rs as o, m1.i i-ary argim.meri_ wo'.. ii



cnits obvious considerations which the Prt.asident cannot

c0:it. (26: 165)

t Few military leaders in the post-World War II era have

thought in strategic-political terms. Marshall was an obvious

exception. Dean Acheson, Assistant Secretary of State,

194i-1945. and Secretary of State, 1950-5..2. stated in his

memoirs:

.... It is not by chance that General Marshall
served his country not as soldier-President, we had
many of these, but as General of the Army and Chief
of Staff, as Ambassador. Secretary of State, and
Secretary of Defense. He truly was a Ma.n of All
Seasonsp a man who understood the relevancy to

-military decision and action of considerations
transcending those of the servi:e in which he had
been trained. (1:14Z4-L42)

We need to groom more Marshalis!!

I
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